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FINAL REJECTION 
Status of the Claims 

Claims 20-25 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 01 because the claimed invention is 
directed to non-statutory subject matter. 

Claims 20-25 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 101 because the claimed invention is 
the disclosed invention is inoperative and therefore lacks utility. 

Claims 1, 5, 8-13, 15-16 and 19 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being 
anticipated by Buzsaki. 

Claims 2-4, 14 and 20-23 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Buzsaki in view of Winokur et al. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 101 

35 U.S.C. 101 reads as follows: 

Whoever invents or discovers any new and useful process, machine, manufacture, or composition of 
matter, or any new and useful Improvement thereof, may obtain a patent therefor, subject to the 
conditions and requirements of this title. 

Claims 20-25 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 101 because the claimed invention is 
directed to non-statutory subject matter. A medium comprising a software object is not 
statutory subject matter under 35 USC 101 . The instant claim language does not define 
any structural or functional interrelationship between a computer program and other 
claimed components of the computer. See MPEP 2106. 

Claims 20-25 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 101 because the claimed invention is 
the disclosed invention is inoperative and therefore lacks utility. A medium comprising a 
software object represents no relationship that gives structure or function to the 
software object and does not allow the object's functionality to be realized. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 
A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by 
another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent 
granted on an application for patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the 
applicant for patent, except that an international application filed under the treaty defined in section 
351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this subsection of an application filed in the United States 
only if the international application designated the United States and was published under Article 21(2) 
of such treaty in the English language. 

Claims 1, 5, 8-13, 15-1 6 and 19 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being 
anticipated by Buzsaki. 
Regarding claim 1 : 

Buzsaki teaches executing a program on a processor-based device that presents 
a user interface for defining a management policy in Fig. 7 and col. 4 lines 1-6. 

Buzsaki teaches receiving input from a user identifying management action to be 
performed by said management policy in col. 2 lines 55-57, col. 4 lines 1-6 and coL 4 
lines 27-28, 

Buzsaki teaches receiving input from a user specifying a modifiable process flow 
for said management policy to utilize in performing said management action in col. 4 
lines 1-6. 

Regarding claim 5: 

Buzsaki teaches wherein said management policy is represented by a software 
object stored to a data storage device communicatively accessible by said management 
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system in Fig. 4, col. 5 lines 28-29 and col. 5 lines 50-54. The policy is stored as a 
software object in the database. 
Regarding claim 8: 

Buzsaki teaches wherein said defining said management policy includes creating 
a new management policy in col. 4 lines 3-6, 
Regarding claim 9: 

Buzsaki teaches wherein said defining said management policy includes 
modifying an existing management policy in col. 4 lines 3-6. 
Regarding claim 10: 

Buzsaki teaches receiving input from a user for arranging at least one action to 
be performed for said management action in a process list to specify said process flow 
in Fig, 5, col. 4 lines 1-6 and col. 6 lines 28-30. The table of process activities is a 
process list that corresponds to the process transition logic table that specifies the 
process flow. 

Regarding claim 11: 

Buzsaki teaches storing said management action to a software object defining 
said management policy in Fig. 4-5 and col. 6 lines 8-24. 
Regarding claim 12: 

Buzsaki teaches storing said management action to a process list attribute of 
said software object, wherein said process list attribute identifies said process flow for 
said management policy in Fig. 5 and col. 6 lines 25-43. 

Regarding claim 13: 
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Buzsaki teaches a software program stored to a data storage device, said 
software program executable to present a user interface for defining a management 
policy for controlling behavior of a management system in col. 4 lines 1-6, 

Buzsaki teaches at least one processor-based device operable to execute said 
software program in Fig. 7. 

Buzsaki teaches at least one input device communicatively coupled to said at 
least one processor-based device to allow input from a user to said software program to 
identify a management action to be performed by said management policy and to 
specify a modifiable process flow for said management policy to utilize in performing 
said management action in Fig. 7, col. 2 lines 55-57, col. 4 lines 1-6 and col. 4 lines 27- 
28. 

Regarding claim 15: 

Buzsaki teaches wherein said data storage device comprises at least one 
selected from the group consisting of random access memory (RAM), disk drive, floppy 
disk, Compact Disc (CD), Digital Versatile Disc (DVD), any other type of optical storage 
medium and any combination thereof in col. 7 lines 33-35. 

Regarding claim 16: 

Buzsaki teaches wherein said management policy is represented by a software 
object stored to a data storage device communicatively accessible by said management 
system in Fig. 4, col. 5 lines 28-29 and col. 5 lines 50-54. The policy is stored as a 
software object in the database. 

Regarding claim 19: 
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Buzsaki teaches wherein said software program is operable to receive input from 
a user comprising input for arranging at least one action to be performed for said 
management action in an order that specifies said process flow in Fig. 5, col. 4 lines 1-6 
and col. 6 lines 28-30. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

The factual inquiries set forth in Graham v. John Deere Co,, 383 U.S. 1, 148 

USPQ 459 (1966), that are applied for establishing a background for determining 

obviousness under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) are summarized as follows: 

1 . Determining the scope and contents of the prior art. 

2. Ascertaining the differences between the prior art and the claims at issue. 

3. Resolving the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art. 

4. Considering objective evidence present in the application indicating 
obviousness or nonobviousness. 

Claims 2-4, 14 and 20-23 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 

unpatentable over Buzsaki in view of Winokur et al. 

Regarding claim 2: 

The teachings of Buzsaki are outlined above. 

Buzsaki does not explicitly teach the managed system being a network element 
of a communication network, Buzsaki does, however, teach the managed system being 
a computer system. 
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Winokur explicitly teaches the managed system being a network element of a 
communication network in Fig. 2. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
invention to combine the network teaching of Winokur with the computer system of 
Buzsaki. 

One of ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention would have been motivated 
to combine the teachings because Buzsaki teaches a computer system. Winokur 
teaches that computer devices are connected in a network so that resources can be 
shared and data can be transferred among devices in col. 3 lines 23-26. 

Regarding claim 3: 

Buzsaki teaches wherein said management policy is invoked for performing said 
management action responsi ve to detection of a fault condition for at least one system 
managed by said management system in col. 3 lines 34-39. 

Buzsaki does not explicitly teach the managed system being a network element 
of a communication network. Buzsaki does, however, teach the managed system being 
a computer system. 

Winokur explicitly teaches the managed system being a network element of a 
communication network in Fig. 2. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
invention to combine the network teaching of Winokur with the computer system of 
Buzsaki. 
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One of ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention would have been motivated 
to combine the teachings because Buzsaki teaches a computer system. Winokur 
teaches that computer devices are connected in a network so that resources can be 
shared and data can be transferred among devices in col. 3 lines 23-26. 

Regarding claim 4: 

Buzsaki teaches wherein said management policy identifies said fault condition 
and said at least one network element for which said management action is to be 
invoked in Fig. 5-6 and col. 6 lines 8-65. 

Regarding claim 14: 

Buzsaki teaches at least one processor-based device operable to execute said 
management policy to control behavior of said management system in managing at 
least one computer system in col. 3 lines 34-39 and col. 5 lines 40-42. 

Buzsaki does not explicitly teach the managed system being a network element 
of a communication network. Buzsaki does, however, teach the managed system being 
a computer system. 

Winokur explicitly teaches the managed system being a network element of a 
communication network in Fig. 2. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
invention to combine the network teaching of Winokur with the computer system of 
Buzsaki. 

One of ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention would have been motivated 
to combine the teachings because Buzsaki teaches a computer system. Winokur 
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teaches that computer devices are connected in a network so that resources can be 
shared and data can be transferred among devices in col. 3 lines 23-26. 
Regarding claim 20: 

Buzsaki teaches a software object defining a management policy having 
attributes that control behavior of a management system in managing a computer 
system in Fig. 4, col. 5 lines 28-29 and col. 5 lines 50-54. 

Buzsaki teaches a process list attribute having a plurality of management actions 
included therein, wherein management actions are arranged in a user defined manner 
that dictates a modifiable process flow for said management policy to utilize in 
performing said management actions upon invocation of said management policy in Fig. 
5 and col. 6 lines 44-65. 

Buzsaki does not explicitly teach the managed system being a network element 
of a communication network. Buzsaki does, however, teach the managed system being 
a computer system. 

Winokur explicitly teaches the managed system being a network element of a 
communication network in Fig. 2. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
invention to combine the network teaching of Winokur with the computer system of 
Buzsaki. 

One of ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention would have been motivated 
to combine the teachings because Buzsaki teaches a computer system. Winokur 
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teaches that computer devices are connected in a network so that resources can be 
shared and data can be transferred among devices in col. 3 lines 23-26. 
Regarding claim 21: 

Buzsaki teaches at least one attribute that identifies a circumstance for which 
said management policy is to be invoked in col. 6 lines 8-24. In the example, 
"undeliverable e-mail" is a circumstance for which the management policy is to be 
invoked. 

Regarding claim 22: 

Buzsaki teaches wherein said circumstance includes identification of a particular 
type of fault condition for at least one network element in col. 6 lines 8-24. In the 
example, "undeliverable e-mail" is a circumstance for which the management policy is to 
be invoked. 

Regarding claim 23: 

Buzsaki teaches a name attribute specifying a user defined name for said 
management policy, wherein said name attribute is not said at least one attribute that 
identifies said circumstance for which said management policy is to be invoked in Fig. 5 
item "160." 

Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments filed 8/24/04 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. 

In response to applicant's arguments regarding claims 1,13 and 20, the 
examiner respectfully disagrees. Applicant states that it appears that Buzsaki has a 
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fixed process flow. The examiner respectfully disagrees with that assessment. When 
read in light of the specification, the modifiable process flow of the instant claim includes 
situations where certain steps, or actions, are removed from the process flow, thereby 
resulting in a modified process flow. An example is the situation provided by applicant 
when only a logging function is desired in processing an error, Buzsaki contemplates 
modifying a process flow in such a way. In Buzsaki, a policy or process is executed 
using a process definition. The process definition contents the activities that are to be 
run when executing a particular policy or process as well as the transition to be made 
between the activities. Buzsaki further teaches that the user can eliminate or add 
activities as the user sees fit. It can be seen, therefore, that by eliminating activities the 
process definition would be altered to no longer include not only the activities but also 
the transitions to said eliminated activities. Without a transition or activity present in the 
process definition, the process engine will not attempt to execute the activity that has 
been eliminated and will not even check to see if the activity is available. The 
modifiable process flow of the instant claim reads on this situation described in Buzsaki 
when read in light of the teachings in the specification of eliminating specific actions as 
part of modifying the process flow. The rejection is maintained. 

Applicant further argues, with respect to claim 20, that a medium comprising a 
software object represents statutory subject matter. The examiner respectfully 
disagrees. Simply claiming a medium does not define statutory subject matter. A 
medium that is not computer readable does nothing to impart structure or function to a 
software object. A medium could be anything on which software code could be written. 
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Claim language such as that in the instant claim reads on a piece of paper on which 
software code has been written. 

Conclusion 

THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 .136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO. MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Marc M Duncan whose telephone number is 571-272- 
3646. The examiner can normally be reached on M-T and TH-F 6:00-4:30. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Robert Beausoliel can be reached on 571-272-3645. The fax phone 
number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703- 
872-9306, 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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